identities on one hand, and, on the other hand, the push to move beyond these carefully guarded borders and problematise precise notions of identity and belonging.
The idea of transculturation was coined by the Cuban anthropologist Fernando Ortiz in 1940 , to describe a process of transition from one culture to another in a context of (often forced) migration, out of which new cultural formations emerged (Ortiz 1995) . It has come to the fore once again, along with the idea of the transnational, within a conceptual framework that enables us to develop new interdisciplinary epistemologies of the global, the local, and the 'glocal' (for example, Wilson & Dissanayake 1996; Grewal & Kaplan 2000) .
The concomitant development of postcolonial and crosscultural studies concepts such as the interstitial (Bhabha 1994) , the hybrid (Bhabha 1994 (Bhabha , 1998 Young 1995; Hall 2003a Hall , 2003b , the borderlands (Anzaldúa 1987) and 'border thinking' (Mignolo 2000) , have and an associated national cohesion, as a mooring from which we embark? Or are we, on the contrary, suggesting that cultural and indeed national mappings, or the discussion of an identifiable culture associated with a language, nation or region, have become superfluous and even obsolete? In which case, how can we continue to have intelligible conversations about distinctive locations of groups and individuals, constructed historically, geopolitically, culturally, socioeconomically and indeed ideologically?
With all its capitalist delocalisations, globalised hybridities, and migrations of people and ideas, our world continues to be structured around the idea of the nation (or supranational region: 'Europe,' 'Asia,' and so on). Assumptions about such constructions and their impacts, even as we challenge them, thus continue to inform our analyses and debates.
In short, we continue to map the world, sociopolitically and culturally as much as physically, even as we challenge the logic of such mappings. We imagine these mappings as grounded in a historical inevitability: an always-thereness of sorts, that we nonetheless seek to reassert, to control anew, through our very act of mapping. Hence the paradox: mapping is an exercise in plotting, delimiting, demarcating, whether historical, geographical or symbolic: Australia (for example) is here and it came to be in exported (and utopianised) Britain, with major place names being British (named after British places or notable people), and various coats of arms and other iconographies accompanying the maps. Proposals for the containment of Indigenous peoples, even as they were granted some paternalistic respect through the preservation of some Indigenous place names, also accompanied the cartographers' projects. Clearly, mapping, and its history, are a political exercise, and nowhere more so than in these imagined British mappings of Australia that continue to inform our understanding of how our national space is constructed. is also gendered, and as such, mapped onto sexualised bodies. The mapping exercise discussed by Espinosa, moreover, is that of a multiple-levelled projection. It is not only a projection of 'there' from 'here,' but also, and even more so, a projection of 'there'
into 'here.' It is not only a (self-)construction of 'Asian-ness' for an Australian market-a performance of the othered 'Us' for the Australian 'them'-but also a selfreferential performance of Us for Us, to remind Us of our ethno-national duty towards 'home.' Even as who is 'Us' and who is 'Them' becomes blurred, inevitably, through the collective history and personal experience of migration, marriage and various levels of assimilation, an 'Us-ness' struggles to reinvent and reassert itself, paradoxically taking on, in this case, the very feminised construction that has been imposed from outside.
The articles in this issue show that the transcultural 'playing field' is certainly very far from being level, in the best of all cosmopolitan worlds. Transculturation is constituted first historically, including, albeit not solely, through the legacy of colonialism, and imagined geographically as a projection of 'us' onto them or an incorporation of some aspect of 'them-ness' within 'us.' The articles also show that 'them' and 'us,' even in their imagined unities and separateness, are traversed by the dialectics of, among other things, class and gender. Finally, they show us that national and cultural boundariesand the power relations they symbolise-far from being broken down, are continually reconstituting and reasserting themselves, even as they ostensibly embrace hybridisation.
